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Examiner's anions and request, the Examiner cite specific references to support the contention for purpose* of 
Appeal. 

Specifically, the Examiner took Official Notice -that it is well known by a MMdualtamw 10 execute a 
prescreening (eg. ascertain ones name, address, income, etc.) in order to qualify for a credit application being 
forwarded." However. Applicant disagrees and believes it is well known that credit applications arc regularly 

■ .. .„>., ;, — nvn^n pmrW' 1 that an ir"* : v:ri>ial 

disseminated witho..: p.cscrccmiis ™ ever, solicit- a, rot — - - - t ■ 

wishing to establish a line of credit with a store will be given a credit application prior to the store requesting any 

information from the individual, furthermore, individuals and W .nics regularly receive unsolicited credit. 

applications. In either case, to the Examiners assertion. Applicant behaves that a is not W ii ^wn that 

prescrcening is regularly executed in order to receive „ credit application. Therefore, Applicant believes this 

assertion is traversed and requests the Examiner cite references to support the position. 

Put then,,,,, c, Apr^t wishes to correct some of th, F*,mher» S misconceptions for -any** of 
.,. ,. • TV Fvaminer "no-ed that Applicant has claimed potential aw." :,<u T ^ 

contention the Examiner specifically cited claim 1 ("for a potential customer to access an automated ,C„-r facility! 

and claim 18 ("for a potential customed). However, a* is grammatically correct, in both cases 'potential' 

is used as an adjective to modify the subsequent noun, customer. "Therefore, the adjective 'potential' describes 
customer, not use or access. Applicant believes this is an accurate term to describe an individual h« not yet 
been accepted to engage in a commercial transaction. As such, since it is clear that Applied ha. n-n claimed 
potential use but apotential customer, Applicant believe, the language of claims 1 and 18 to bo clear. 

Also, the Examiner asked 'Inhere in the claim language is it positively recited that initial r,: cc,,iu, does 
not preclude access of the seller facility prior to the initial screening- Ignoring the fact that the question requests a 
positive recitation of a negative. Applicant has never claimed mat the. initial screening does not preclude access to 
the seller facility prior ,o the initial screening. Quite the opposite, Applicant believes one of the invention's 
patentable distinctions i> that the initial screening does preclude "further acce^ to the automated seller facility." 

However, claim 1 can be read on an elementary level to understand that the initial screening does not 
entirely preclude access to the seller facility because the potcntia. customer is presented with a user interface hosted 
in conjunction with the automated seller facility. However, the remarks of the previous Response assumed an 
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Standing of the claimed invention, i.e. the access granted through the user interface Cor persona. data entry 
required in the initial screening is minimal when compared to the "further access to the automated seller facility" 
grafted after passing the initial screening. One of ordinary skUI in the an will readily recognise that a user interface 
for personal data entry requires a level of access «nini*»le when compared to full access to an automated seller 
facility consistent with the ability to pure**- hereto,,, vhile it is recited in declaim that the initial screening 
precludes -'further access" to tl>e automated se\ r !r,c.,.y, it can b,- u^ncb* . ■ ... . ..> 

the art tbat the level of initial access granted by the u,er interface is so minimal when compared to the "further 
access" granted after d» imtiul screening a< to render the powmial customer effectively prcrfuded iron +.= 
automatic seller facility until passing the initial screening. 

T^e Examiner next stated that -requiring a user name and password is within die broad context of , 
qualification check." However, one of ordinary skill in the art will readily recognize that a user nam* am; pa*s-.»-ord 
is not consistent wnh >n b*« seeing because, a* fc ic the art, user name* ttnd ^W.r v= used in 

, . ,• . ,,. .. ■ • •, --r -lata such as sbippinc rvHrcs.^. They 

conjunct-.;- : •.. .i. ■ ■*-•*•" ■ 

are not used as a ^ening means CO preclude the user from purchase Such a use is inconsistent , «h prior a: :. 
Therefore, che use of a us*r na-re and password is not "within the broad context of a qttfUfkation «beck.- 

The Examiner next stated that the "claim language does not retire any specific sequential order." 
However, claim I , for example, calls for "performing an UM ~ree„ing,» then "issuing an account nu^er iftfc 
r^mi^™™ initial screening- and aKowuy ,« rrfcr to purchase from aulon^t " : C:,*y 
•'while the automated sdW faci.uy performs a complete sc:« " One of ordinary sHU in the tut will readily 
recognize that claim 1 . and other claims, are actually quite petite as to a sequential order in which >b, :-ws 
must be implemented. 

The Examine, next states that the phrasers determined qualified" of claim 1 S "is nebulous as to what one 
is qualified for." However, when reading the phrase b the context of the surrounding lango*** it - clea, that that 
tbe potential user * qualified for farther access. Specifically, claim .8, calls for "initially screening] the potential 
customer to allow further access" and then "issued an account number if the potcndal customer is determined 
filled, wherein the potential customer is allowed to further access che automated seller facility." One of ordinary 
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skill in the art will recognize from (be claim language char the potential customer is determined qualified for access 
to the automated seller facility. 

Regarding the liKarnincr's rejection of the remaining claims.. Applicant respectfully disagrees with the 
Examiner with respect to the art and refers the Examiner to the previous responses, incorporated herein by reference. 
Applicant does nor believe additional remarks are rosary and fee fore revests a Notice of Allowance for claims 
1-23. 

Applicant appreciates the Examiners consider^- of ;h-c Remarks and cordially iavjtes the Pxaminer to 



call the uncL-rsi*n,d ; should r.hc Ex amber wsh - fe^sv ihis ::. rt'.r.v consider any nuutwswrcsdved 



Rerp^iiifc^hrnitted, 
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